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DETAILED ACTION 
Drawings 

The drawing objected is withdrawn due to the explanation given in the amendment filed 
10/27/05. 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC §112 
The rejection of claim 1 1 , under the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2 is withdrawn 
due to the amendment filed 10/27/05. 



Response to Argument 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-24 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

1. Claims 1-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Van De Bogart (USP 4,480,949). . 
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VAN DE BOGART teaches a router for cutting material having a substantially 
cylindrical shaft member having a shank portion (3) and a cutting portion having a 
plurality of cutting teeth. VAN DE BOGART also teaches a right hand (first helix) having 
two cutting edges (1 : first cutting edge) intersecting a left hand (second helix) having 
plurality of cutting edges (2: second cutting edge) ('949, figures 1 & 3 and Col. 1 , lines 
58-61). VAN DE BOGART teaches, the first cutting teeth (having cutting edge 1) 
defining a first cutting clearance and a first non-cutting clearance while the second 
cutting edge teeth (having cutting edge 2) defines a second cutting clearance and a 
second non-cutting clearance ('949, Col. 2, lines 7-23). Furthemnore, VAN DE BOGART 
teaches each cutting tooth including a flat (5, 8) defined by the first and second cutting 
and non-cutting edges, respectively. VAN DE BOGART teaches in figures 2 and 3, each 
flat extending along each cutting edge in a circular land on an outside diameter of the 
tool. 

2. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Van 
De Bogart (USP 4,480,949). 
VAN DE BOGART teaches a router for cutting material having a substantially 
cylindrical shaft member having a shank portion (3) and a cutting portion having a 
plurality of cutting teeth. VAN DE BOGART also teaches a left hand (first helix) having 
plurality of cutting edges (2: second cutting edge) Intersecting a right hand (second 
helix) having two cutting edges (1: first cutting edge) (i.e. there are more teeth along the 
first helix than the second as claimed in claim 11) ('949, figures 1 & 3 and Col. 1 , lines 
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58-61) (Note, the left and right hand helix are reversed such that they read on claims 1 
and 11). 



Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fonns the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 13-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Van De Bogart (USP 4,480.949) in view of Kopras, (USP 5,143,490). 

VAN DE BOGART teaches a routine tool, as set forth in the above (102b) 
rejection. 

However, VAN DE BOGART is silent about a motor being used to drive the tool. 

Kopras teaches a motor driving the rotation of a rotary tool about an axis ('490, 
Col. 3, lines 48-51). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to utilize a motor to drive the tool of VAN DE BOGART's 
inventions, as taught by Kopras because Kopras teaches that it is well known in the art 
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to use a motor to drive the rotation of a rotary tool about an axis ('490, Col. 3, lines 48- 
51). 



4. Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Van De Bogart (USP 4.480,949) in view of Kopras, (USP 5,143.490). 

The modified device of VAN DE BOGART teaches a router for cutting material 
having a substantially cylindrical shaft member having a shank portion (3) and a cutting 
portion having a plurality of cutting teeth. VAN DE BOGART also teaches a left hand 
(first helix) having plurality of cutting edges (2: second cutting edge) intersecting a right 
hand (second helix) having two cutting edges (1 : first cutting edge) (i.e. there are more 
teeth along the first helix than the second as claimed in claim 11) ('949, figures 1 & 3 
and Col. 1 , lines 58-61) (Note, the left and right hand helix are reversed such that they 
read on claims 13 and 23). 



5. Claims 5-9 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Van De Bogart (USP 4,480,949). 
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Regarding claims 5 and 6, VAN DE BOGART teaches a router having a first 
cutting edge and a second cutting edge), as set forth in the above rejection. 
Furthermore, VAN DE BOGART teaches the firs cutting and non cutting edges 
extending radially outward to define a length of the flat (5) and the second cutting and 
non-cutting edges extending radially outward to define the opposing edge of the flat (5) 
('949, figures 2 and 3). Flat (5) that has a length of .25 inches wide ('949, Col. 2, lines 
1 1-12). Examiner interprets length 0.25 inch of the first cutting tooth, as meeting the 
"approximately .017-.020 inches" limitation of claim 6. 

Regarding claim 7, VAN DE BOGART teaches the first helix being 45 degrees 
while the second helix is 70 degrees. Using a reference plane that extends 
perpendicular to a longitudinal axis, first helix is at 45 degrees while the second helix is 
at -20 degrees (+ direction being counterclockwise) (see figure below). However VAN 
DE BOGART fails to teach the first helix having an angle of "about 30 degrees" while 
the second helix has an angle of "about -20 degrees". It would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to vary the helix 
angle depending on the shape and patter of the final cut desired. Furthennore, 
Applicant has not disclosed that first helix having an angle of "about 30 degrees" while 
the second helix has an angle of "about -20 degrees" provides an advantage, is used 
for a particular purpose, or solves a stated problem. Applicant does not provide any 
criticality or unexpected results for the angles claimed in claim 7 (Specification, page 3, 
lines 26-28 and page 7, line 33). 
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Regarding claim 8, VAN DE BOGART teaches the second cutting clearance (10) 
of 10 degrees (therefore meets the limitation of 10-12 degrees) ('949, Col. 2, lines 22- 
23). VAN DE BOGART if silent about the value of the first cutting edge clearance. It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to select the clearance angle of the first cutting edge depending on the 
material being cut and how much clearance is needed to remove the debris/cut 
material. Furthermore, Applicant has not disclosed that first cutting edge clearance 
angle of "approximately 10 degrees" provides an advantage, is used for a particular 
purpose, or solves a stated problem. Applicant does not provide any criticality or 
unexpected results for the "approximately 10 degrees" claimed in claim 8 (Specification, 
page 10, lines 9-1 1 and page 3, lines 28-29). 

Regarding claims 9 and 12, VAN DE BOGART teaches first non-cutting 
clearance (4) of 10 degrees ('949, Col. 2, line 12). VAN DE BOGART also teaches 
second non-cutting clearance of 20 degrees ('949, Col. 2, lines 20-21). VAN DE 
BOGART also teaches lands (5 and 8) having a width of 0.020 inch and 0.030 inch, 
respectively. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to vary second non-cutting clearance depending on the 
width of the flat desired for the machining, i.e. the flat, which may also vary in width, is 
used to strengthen the cutting edge and prevent it from breaking. For example if cutting 
material such as clay, the cutting edge does not require as much strength as opposed 
to when cutting a much harder material such as titanium. Furthermore, Applicant has 
not disclosed that second non-cutting clearance of "approximately 10-12 degrees" or a 
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land width of .001 inch provides an advantage, is used for a particular purpose, or 
solves a stated problem. Applicant does not provide any criticality or unexpected 
results for the "approximately 10-12 degrees" claimed in claim 9 (Specification, page 10, 
lines 9-11 and page 3, lines 28-30), or land width of .001 inch claimed in claim 12 
(Specification, page 8, lines 31-32). 




6. Claims 17-21 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Van De Bogart (USP 4,480,949) in view of Kopras, 
(USP 5,143,490). 
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Regarding claims 17 and 18. the modified device of VAN DE BOGART teaches a 
router having a first cutting edge and a second cutting edge) driven to rotate by a motor, 
as set forth in the above rejection of claim 13. Furthemiore, VAN DE BOGART teaches 
the firs cutting and non cutting edges extending radially outward to define a length of the 
flat (5) and the second cutting and non-cutting edges extending radially outward to 
define the opposing edge of the flat (5) ('949, figures 2 and 3). Flat (5) that has a length 
of .25 inches wide ('949, Col. 2, lines 1 1-12). Examiner interprets length 0.25 inch of the 
first cutting tooth, as meeting the "approximately .017-.020 inches" limitation of claim 18. 

Regarding claim 19, VAN DE BOGART teaches the first helix being 45 degrees 
while the second helix is 70 degrees. Using a reference plane that extends 
perpendicular to a longitudinal axis, first helix is at 45 degrees while the second helix is 
at -20 degrees (+ direction being counterclockwise) (see figure below). However VAN 
DE BOGART fails to teach the first helix having an angle of "about 30 degrees" while 
the second helix has an angle of "about -20 degrees". It would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to vary the helix 
angle depending on the shape and patter of the final cut desired. Furthermore, 
Applicant has not disclosed that first helix having an angle of "about 30 degrees" while 
the second helix has an angle of "about -20 degrees" provides an advantage, is used 
for a particular purpose, or solves a stated problem. Applicant does not provide any 
criticality or unexpected results for the angles claimed in claim 19 (Specification, page 3, 
lines 26-28 and page 7, line 33). 
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Regarding claims 20, VAN DE BOGART teaches the second cutting clearance 
(10) of 10 degrees (therefore meets the limitation of 10-12 degrees) ('949, Col. 2, lines 
22-23). VAN DE BOGART if silent about the value of the first cutting edge clearance. It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to select the clearance angle of the first cutting edge depending on the 
material being cut and how much clearance is needed to remove the debris/cut 
material. Furthemriore, Applicant has not disclosed that first cutting edge clearance 
angle of "approximately 10 degrees" provides an advantage, is used for a particular 
purpose, or solves a stated problem. Applicant does not provide any criticality or 
unexpected results for the "approximately 10 degrees" claimed in claim 20 
(Specification, page 10, lines 9-11 and page 3, lines 28-29). 

Regarding claim 21 and 24 teaches first non-cutting clearance (4) of 10 degrees 
('949, Col. 2, line 12). VAN DE BOGART also teaches second non-cutting clearance of 
20 degrees ('949. Col. 2, lines 20-21). VAN DE BOGART also teaches lands (5 and 8) 
having a width of 0.020 inch and 0.030 inch, respectively. It would have been obvious 
to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to vary second 
non-cutting clearance depending on the width of the flat desired for the machining, i.e. 
the flat, which may also vary in width, is used to strengthen the cutting edge and 
prevent it from breaking. For example if cutting material such as clay, the cutting edge 
does not require as much strength as opposed to when cutting a much harder material 
such as titanium. Furthermore, Applicant has not disclosed that second non-cutting 
clearance of "approximately 10-12 degrees" or a land width of .001 inch provides an 
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advantage, is used for a particular purpose, or solves a stated problem. Applicant does 
not provide any criticality or unexpected results for the "approximately 10-12 degrees" 
claimed in claim 21 (Specification, page 10, lines 9-1 1 and page 3, lines 28-30), or land 
width of .001 inch claimed in claim 24 (Specification, page 8, lines 31-32). 



7. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Van De Bogart (USP 4,480,949), in view of MacArthur (U.S. Pub. No. 
2005/0105973). 

VAN DE BOGART teaches the routing tool being made of solid carbide material 
('949, Col. 2, lines 7-8). 

However, VAN DE BOGART fails to teach the routing tool comprising H-10-F 
solid carbide. 

MacArthur teaches many rotary cutting tools being fabricated from various 
commercial grades of solid carbide and carbide alloy (2005/0105973, Page 2, 
paragraph 34, lines 1-2). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to modify VAN DE BOGART's invention such that the 
tool is fabricated from various commercial grades of solid carbide (which meets the 
limitation H-10-F solid carbide) as taught by MacArthur for the purpose of machining 
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parts formed from softer aluminum to harder stainless steels and related alloys 
(2005/0105973, Page 2, paragraph 34. lines 1-4). 



8. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Van De Bogart (USP 4.480.949) in view of Kopras. (USP 5.143.490) and 
further in view of MacArthur (U.S. Pub. No. 2005/0105973). 

The modified device of VAN DE BOGART teaches a routing tool comprising H- 
10-F solid carbide ('949, Col. 2. lines 7-8). 

However, the modified device of VAN DE BOGART fails to teach the routing tool 
comprising H-10-F solid carbide. 

MacArthur teaches many rotary cutting tools being fabricated from various 
commercial grades of solid carbide and carbide alloy (2005/0105973, Page 2, 
paragraph 34, lines 1-2). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to modify VAN DE BOGART's invention such that the 
tool is fabricated from various commercial grades of solid carbide (which meets the 
limitation H-10-F solid carbide) as taught by MacArthur for the purpose of machining 
parts formed from softer aluminum to harder stainless steels and related alloys 
(2005/0105973, Page 2, paragraph 34, lines 1-4). 
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9. Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Van De Bogart (USP 4.480,949) in view of Babbitt (USP 2,923,053) 

VAN DE BOGART teaches a router for cutting material having a substantially 
cylindrical shaft member having a shank portion (3) and a first and second helix, as set 
forth in the above 102b rejection. 

However, VAN DE BOGART fails to teach how the helixes are made (i.e. the 
grinding the first and second helixes). 

Babbitt teaches developing a flute by grinding. Babbitt also teaches the tools 
produced by grinding have necessary cutting edges, clearances ('053, Col. 1 , 25-40 and 
Col. 2, lines 1-7). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to use a grind-wheel to grind the helixes of VAN DE 
BOGART's , as taught by Babbitt because Babbitt teaches a normal flute grinding 
operation ('053, Col. 2, lines 1-7). 

10. Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Van De Bogart (USP 4,480,949) in view of Babbitt (USP 2,923,053) 
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VAN DE BOGART teaches a router for cutting material having a substantially 
cylindrical shaft member having a shank portion (3) and a cutting portion having a 
plurality of cutting teeth. VAN DE BOGART also teaches a left hand (first helix) having 
plurality of cutting edges (2: second cutting edge) intersecting a right hand (second 
helix) having two cutting edges (1 : first cutting edge) (i.e. there are more teeth along the 
first helix than the second as claimed in claim 26) (*949, figures 1 & 3 and Col. 1, lines 
58-61) (Note, the left and right hand helix are reversed such that they read on claim 25). 

However, VAN DE BOGART fails to teach how the helixes are made (i.e. the 
grinding the first and second helixes). 

Babbitt teaches developing a flute by grinding. Babbitt also teaches the tools 
produced by grinding have necessary cutting edges, clearances (*053, Col. 1, 25-40 and 
Col. 2, lines 1-7). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention was made to use a grind-wheel to grind the helixes of VAN DE 
BOGARTs , as taught by Babbitt because Babbitt teaches a nonnal flute grinding 
operation ('053, Col. 2, lines 1-7). 
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Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a), 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TVyO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sara Addisu at (571) 272-6082. The examiner can 
normally be reached on 8:30 am - 5 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Boyer Ashley can be reached on (571) 272-4502. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
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published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

Status infonnation for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 

For more infonnation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 

you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 

Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Sara Addisu 
(571)272-6082 





